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REMARKS 

24. 32, 34, 50, 5., 57, 77, Tfcll. 82, » «, » 4 „ eurrenUy „ 
are currently deleted. Claims 87-91 are new. 

Reiectia.« M pJ r .l«iri fr 

.ndependent cloim 23 ^ depradents . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

2" ~ ^ |112> v . Applicanl ^ ^ fte ^ 
anddo n« reduce the scope „ f rae dainls . CIaim „ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Independent data 32 and dependents- data 32 has b*n amended to overcome a!l of the 
rejecuons under § 1,2, ,2. Applicant rt-* that the — f-* are purely cosmetic and d „ „, 
reduce the scope of the claims. 

Independent claim 45 and dependents- Claim 45 has been canceled 

^^^"hasbe^amend^toovercomeallof^rejectionsnnderSnJV 
Apphcarrt submits that the amendments are purely cosmetic and do no. reduce tie scope o the 

claims. 

Independent claim 82 has been amended ,„ overcome all of the rejections under §112 V 
Apphcan, submits that fc amendments are purely cosmeuc and do no. reduce the scope of the 

claims. 

^dependent claim 83 has been amended to overcome all of the rejection, under $1 12 12 
Apphcant submit, that the amendments are purely cosmetic and do not reduce the scope of the 
chum, Chum 84 has not been amended substantively, but only has been put into posit™ form a 
purely cosmetic change. The Examiner states that claim 84 cou.d mean that the database includes 
no mformation, Applicant disagrees. Claim 84 is dependent on claim 82. If the combination of 
claims 82 and 84 is considered, this reading of claim 84 is not possible. 
Response to Arguments 

As to the Examiner's response to arguments with respect to claim 32, applicant believes 
•hat the Examtaer ha, misunderstood be* the claim language and applicant's previous 
arguments. The claim langu^ does indeed say ft* only a subset tf ft, hydraulic and elecWcal 
mformation is in the database. However, the claim is completely silent as to the completeness of 
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other design informal, and not as the Examine Micates in the p^p„ bridge pages 5 and 

6 of the current office action, 

Applies believes that fte other issue discussed in the response („ arguments are moo, in 
view of the amendments made in response to the rejections under j U 2, 12. 
Rejection. ..- der 35 lisr « l«f.) 

Claims 23-20, 3043, 50, 51, 53-77 and 79-86 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C 51 03(a) as 
bemg »r,pa*»«e over US Patent 6,295,513 ,„ Thackston in view of US Paten, 4,937 786 Tie 
Exammer appears to have taken the position ma, Thackaon teaches all of me elements' claimed 
and ma, Camr (which is directed to a vehicle design system) makes i, obvious to apply me' 
system of Thackston te a vehicle. Applicant submiB ma, ThackMon docs no, teach all of me 
elements of me claimed invention „me, man mc application «, a vehicle, ,, leas, as amended 
Thus, fte combination does „ ot teah ^ eilher ^ ^ ^ ^ 

of unpa,en,abili,y. Applicant notes ma, independent claims 72 ar,d 86 have no, been amended and 
for mese claims a. leas,, me Examiner has no, presented tprinu facie case of unpatemabiliy 
Apphcam will concemrate on me reasons ma, me MepeK ,e„ claims are no, prima foci, 
unpatentable in view of Thackston.. 

Looking first at the rejection of claim 23, the Examiner on page 17 (first full paragraph) 
identifies the virtual scratch pad of Thackston with the database formed by gathering the 
.nformation and then identifies the index of Thackston with the index claimed in the next 
paragraph of the claim. Applicants submit that there is no index formed of the scratch pad 
information and that even if there was, this index is not made available to workers outside the 
group that is using the scratch pad. The index of Thackston that is indicated by the Examiner is an 
index of the entire system. This is in contrast to the method of claim 23 in which the index is of 
the gathered information and this index is made available to all the workers on the vehicle. 

Similarly, in claim 32, the claimed database, containing only a subset of electrical and 
hydraulic information is open to all design workers. There is no such database in Thackston in 
winch the only database is a full database and any scratch pad is not available to the general group 
of workers. 

Claim 50 has been amended. Claim 50 now requires 

generating worker codes for at least some parts of the system that indicate 
worker responsibility for design of thatpart; and 

for saiddes^ 8 *"* *** "* * ^ W ° rkerS responsibie 
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As amended claim 50 clearly distinguishes over the cited prior art While th ■ 
does allow for restricting access to th» ** * • |W * * 

individual are r^l^ r T ^ ' * *~ ~ M "* *" 

be easily i^oJT^ f T ^ * ^ * to 
achieved*^ 

worker to be responsible for more than one ran Thfc , 

-< » ^ T s to h Kjected basa * 00 Mrep 52,44 «> «— — — 

break the flowtff "~ " ** ^ * ^ — ■ * — « ■> 

break ft. flowoftorapo ^ ;M ^ ooonfeMsehw . sto(iasan ^ 

of ob_ be applied to fc question of ^ , ( ~ 
toc»o n .-n,eEx amill<!rhaslKltmadeth . sanalysis obVK>us *> """'^ 

Applicant submits that this is not the case here . 
Tk. i. « . * entire concept of the it. „f 

^-J--*. tt-^-^^ base^^l: 

«* * *. systems to be designed property, irdbrmation on a,, or subsidy „, of the pi 
M to be avartab,, to * «„ ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ J 

the database „ order t0 provlde ^ ^ 

common database not only did no, reduce the functionality of „ • 

chanced it. •""".onahty of the destgn process, but actually 

Tins, applicant submits that the present "„ mission .. of „, 
of MPEP §2144 (M) s, namely: m0re '" manner 



.Oct 200? 17:34 6. E. EKRLICH (1995) LTD. Ho. 5607 f. 27 



** ~ system ^ ff fc * 7 "* * *~ *~ * «d. «o be ab,e to design 

j: jrczrr —r - - - - 

'toned system alImra te J* • ^ — 72, men since fc prescM 

Applicant submits te „, ^ " ' **- -«» "P— 

aoes not the functionality of the d^i™ « . 
dances it Atenative* appltem , » *«■> *>d actaliy 

comet with respect to claim 72 F».k ^ ** " is *>' 

V Claim 72. Fuithennore, applicants submit 

Clatm Mi, 1^ m subsaBm 

fcraplurality of said design Jj" ™ i lBV ' n 8 ">*>™>tK>n tegarding parts used 
^ hiding access „ the database to author user, of more ^ one ^ 
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fc |^J^:rrI^"r , '• ,,,,t,,,<i •- , ----- 

« of a "scratch - J 7^ ^ * m0rc ^ °" e desi 8" '»<"■ " *• 

These are- In r„ w ■ , 00 P ° mt * ** Ex ^r- S attention, 

inese are. In re Wright 145 USPQ 182 (CCPA 1q«<;v r ^ , 

(CAFC J 5)37 ixz '? spq 184 <ccpa 

*ow m _ cited „ ^ ^ «^ -i *~ — . applies, 

re Wright, states in headnote 4: 

4. PateutabiUty-AacIi,* or nW,,^ mt% (§ 51>05) 

Finding that elimination of specific element * n * « - 
exmrfw^ k j ^mc element audits fimcuon would bean obvious 

omission of element and its ftSLVonfk^^ Kmls ° n ' 136 USP Q 
elements perform « flS^rb^-^Sfr^ ^ °™ 0118 if 
intended to short-circuit woXg of ^ ^ fa Kaitoon case ™ ™ 

In the body of the decision, the Court found further: 

differential across i^JZ^S^^^ " 8W " Bed * tW ° paramete "> W 
*«^«fh%ttajT Weag.eewitl, the solicitor tha, 
* together with its tailpipe SeJJCSSJ? f!* bumei ; control of Chandler * * 
l^ten to add that iiJ^sSbS?^iT t * an , 0bvio " S «P«B*»fc" but we 
and not upon a meclJXe ^StiS^^ ^ 7<W 

50 CCPA 908, 31 1 F.2d SS^^lStTT^ ^ ™ * re 

function from « known contW^S. JLiTf? ""^ °* an *s 
same Sanction as before. l2j^£g JSS remajm,g ^ fora fhe 

sllort-chciiit the clear woidiug of? 5 U SC mf T. ° ™* inta,ded 10 
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Ho. 5607 f. 24 



Tt- head™* „f ,„ re ^ ^ 

M only is ^ . ^ „ ot ^ p 3 - ■*• 

m '» *e Wr-gtt In Rt Karhon states in head-iote 1 • 
1. P««.,bffl,y- A<Millg oi* subti'AcUog parts (§ ,,.05, 

And in the body of the decision: 

Pogei88 

•tough ft. tmc has b eo , !ta „ iff ^ *• ^ -low of Wat* 

82 ; b re Eliot, 22 CCPA 1088, 7<S F.2d 309, 25 USPQ H i ' 8 ?2S 8 "' 95 USP< -- 
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^concentrated solutions in hbSfc tL Si m ° l P"™^ 6 the <*»«tnrtBd and 
unwept any chenucal that ha, not a^^J*™ dlscloses «* the screen "will 
occur when the chemical is pour^ J Sr» T^l L^f "H™*" the sclXieu «»* ™> 
chemical would dissolve befo^cl^ L off ^ ,m,cU > if not ofdie 

a "Pieced'. el.en.ent which ^ SSSS^S^ - ,haT fi,le ' * 
hi ouadi the upper portion oi the tank Thl «? ^ S ° hd cl,e,nicaJ as * P»w 

J would be advanCou,. to dtaK 'teSSSbS ^ » * " 

thought durable to dissolve 4e*otid^S?Z wl 1 **' P° 5tl£ ?5^ tank, ff it we* 
of the screen and tube would seen, to lS tL^ ^ f ^ elimuiatlon 
facilitate the dissolving of highly solubSS -1 W T ° f * e ShuIdeaer «w«x is tc 

—.rrrmzz"'-: 

. ^ai me court earned out an analysis under 35 II <ir xmq <■ 

rmgAr and which provides a broad discussion of the issue of application of iwi- , 

and must cease, since use of per SiSf P™ « » maml 

USC 103, which entitles ajX.nl SZZ^T?" daam '"<«°» « inconsistent with 35 
Trademark Office ^WisSte ^^^^^ P T'. ,Mt<a ' , ""'^ Pito » - 
i™ oased on specfc c^S^3SS?" 

The tex, of /„ re Oohiai goes on to analyze the legal situation regarding „ se _ 
obvousness, mentioning several of the cases cited above: 
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The Alleged Conflict In bur Case Law 

not fa conflict, ^i^t^^Z^i * T, ° f Ctantold pro< * ssw ««■ « 

Larsen , ^, 5C>H . and * ™* f ^ ^ee cases « S panting tUe conflict: 

inconsistent with Knehl mZT \ T i ejeCtl0nS 0,1 ap P €aI > are sai( * to be 
While we aareefhaf'l; ^ i Jflf^ i T" ' reveis ^ ^«^ns on 8 pp ea l. 
may preseut. minor itE^SEffi^ ° f 
state of our case law, other anauaae Tth^ f ^ * W laf to ° bleak a P ictnre of A* 

real ^consistency. ^ * ^ atte '' ,lke tUeil ' Shotting*, obvJ«* au> 
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Pimciple: na ine Iy, tl W action i£ rlm^t * 0unckd 00 th * «*" analytic 
process with the p,i w mt wt ftei- £17''^ «»P«iwi of the claimed 

tolling lawis section i03 0 fSlS AT* 2 *? 1741 re P e« t tlJ the 
case.-); ; 763F^ati4ir 2 SmPn^ 

ca«. Section 103 as written to fl e W 0 f Si ( ^ <0aC * on is to «Wfo * each 
oJ-reM- which are «ab£K 

ITJIie statutory standard of Section lW faS^ , d " f 1292 ' 182 TJSP Q * 305 <■ 
whether in view of the prior art Z L-S * obv,OUs » et,s of an invention is 

itatutoiy test aud * 1 " UbP V * "5 ("The test of unobviousness is a 
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esses £ns :*sr r -s^ • • • ~— 
wars?. ^ wt^arc. 1 ^.,,,, 

legal cufcom* hm , n ^ do^EKg? *?, " prob " Me «»«,». .mul»S Z, 
about the outcome of , p obCS. iSi'T"^ P**"* «y»«B disagree 

"offices'' between M mlM Z P«Miv«d "iiKconcihW, 

«W for jetton or £ ^ pKM<te » K 

per $q srs-tr^r~ r 

Pl'ocessformakinsacoiiroosiiio,, aX™.!? <<«^inta ? whether it » , 

«u««i, /^f,^, ? the very case relied on by the 
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i^o fvl ^ lf,C ***** of cl «»»* and Prior Sv L C? * ^ fhat eIi,nill8te 
FTO examine and the Bond. Indeed, foey £1 1 !f & ! ^^vely convenient ft, 
fiance «, ^ llllet of olwio ^YlSS ^ n ^«V«toBo«d»« IL Bui 
•tasMvt convenience is ^^S^S^ ^ ^ sud « 
Ow*«iif and its progeny, enhfle^i aooZ! ? 56Ctl0n 103 ' whicl1 ' ^cording to 

wted prior art, based on the specific coZZJn^Tf ■ m the a PP ,icat ^ is obvious over 
once again hold today fnat ouV ZeSdo-f / f^" 01 ' ^ ^ claiin ^tationl ^ 
am ^ 0ie P rece dent$ themselves expressly declhled to 

may b c perceived to exist derive from VuLl « &UCh n,Jes - ^ c *nffle»v ' 

t;"u^ p * ,,ye nues ^ 

*Cp^ banc decision, " [w]hen any 

light of all , . . rekvailt facr f^oTnvu^ *"* 5h0uId be I in 

cert denied , 500 U.S. 904 fl«n hL it Y SPQ2d ] 897 ' 1903 ^d. Cir. 1990) (in banc) 

fj^othep,^^ 

-correct couch*. reached by incoaec^^^^ 10 — 

Although this case did not de^l m,;*u *k 

Returning to the cases cited in the MPEP: 

Ex Pan. ^»^^^^ 1B ^ U ^ 

that U would have been obvious ^Z^Z^S^' ^ the examiner 

aonbuted to these salts » „ ot desired „ JS^ ffT *** wllen 
beneficial when the compo^on is^lnw teaches ,ha * ,hes « «to are 

cotosiou resistance to metal, menvnC^ be ^ to provide 

have been obvious. ,uch do not encounter fresh water would 

«Son of ^ ^ J* 6 " ** * * - *"« <° *e Goethe 

uim proviaes the function was equally obvious 

---rr~r.— 
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part that was removed did not efTew th. ~ 

™it»por*n. fea*,,. " °>°" ttM ' ° f » v™, mnely « 

/« /-e Zarjo« states in its headnotes: 

seem a matter of obvio^dSTo dK£* J , ?, ^ featUres is not it would 

CCPA 1223, 136 F.2d 719. 58 T * °* fiUlCti ° n il * * Lister, 30 

Here again the question was whether the feature would be desired or not T, r 
agreed with the Examiner that it was a ms >ti„ rf t- ^ CoUrt 

wa Sobvious . ' *" e,Unmatl ° n * *— — to increase the capacity 

AppUcant also notes that the section of the MPPP»,i,i,i, , 
the Examine, (MPEP 82144 04 «n ,*« to * C cited * 

owious if ^Zo 1 e? " : " omission of h — - "* " 

<* ^e^he^T^^ 5 ^ 1 ^" ^ A « 

Summary of case law arguments 



IS 
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Conclusion 23 

Applicant has requested a personal interview on October 16 2007 The p • 
respectfully reauested nnt t n *»v . ' ' 1116 hammer 

y requested not to take any action until this interview has taken place. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Paul Fenster 

Date: October 1, 2007 ^ e 8- N <>. 33,877 

Ends: 

Petition for Extension of time (two months): 
Additional claim fee. 



